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a period of morning business, with Sen-
ators permitted to speak therein for up 
to 10 minutes each; further, that Sen-
ator KAINE or his designee be recog-
nized to make a motion to discharge 
S.J. Res. 98, and if made, the Senate 
vote on the motion to discharge at 11 
a.m.; finally, following the vote on the 
motion to discharge, the Senate pro-
ceed to executive session and resume 
consideration of Calendar No. 574, Van 
Hook, and the Senate execute the order 
of December 18 in relation to the nomi-
nation at 1:45 p.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

ORDER FOR RECESS 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, if there is 
no further business to come before the 
Senate, I ask that it stand in recess 
under the previous order, following the 
remarks of my colleagues. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Rhode Island. 
f 

PERMITTING REFORM 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I 
am here to give, I guess, an expla-
nation and update to my colleagues 
about the status of permitting reform. 

I think, as you know, the chair and 
ranking member of the Energy and 
Natural Resources Committee and the 
chair and ranking member of the Envi-
ronment and Public Works Committee 
were working on a permitting reform 
bill until very recently. I have, to-
gether with Senator HEINRICH, declared 
a pause in that permitting reform proc-
ess, and I want to explain that because 
the progress had actually been good. 
We were working toward what I think 
could have been a very meaningful, 
very effectual, very bipartisan permit-
ting reform bill. There were fairly new 
ideas being developed in it—like re-
quiring front-loaded stakeholder en-
gagement so the whole rest of the proc-
ess, as it goes forward, is accelerated; 
disciplining the despised-by-me inter-
agency process mechanism that ex-
cuses so much executive branch delay 
and indecision. I was actually pretty 
pleased with the way the process was 
going. 

Off of Rhode Island, we are devel-
oping offshore wind. Our offshore wind 
project, Revolution Wind, had already 
weathered one stop work order which 
came out of the blue from the adminis-
tration. This was a project then with 
about $4 billion of investment already 
expended and north of 80 percent com-
plete—a lot of turbines fully complete 
out there. 

And that order was without any law-
ful basis. As a result, the order was 
challenged in court. And in court, the 
Federal judge said: You can put that 
project back to work. The stop work 
order from President Trump is invalid. 

The judge made that decision on Sep-
tember 22. The Trump administration 
had 60 days to appeal. It did not appeal. 

We got to November 21, the last appeal 
day, no notice of appeal was filed. The 
matter was settled; work could con-
tinue; and everybody was already back 
at work. 

Thirty days later, the 22nd of Decem-
ber, a new stop work order was dropped 
by the Trump administration with no 
explanation. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the stop work letter of De-
cember 22 be printed in the RECORD at 
the end of my remarks. 

So the first stop work attempt by the 
Trump administration had cited the 
protection of national security inter-
ests of the United States as one of its 
bases. And, obviously, that was delib-
erated in court. There were pleadings 
on that subject. The Trump adminis-
tration lost. They did not appeal the 
order finding that they had lost, de-
claring that they had lost, so that was 
a settled question. 

This second letter goes back and says 
again, national security risks. It does 
not identify them. In comments made 
on FOX News, it has been said that 
radar interference is the risk. Radar in-
terference was deliberated in the ini-
tial permits. Radar interference was 
deliberated in the stop work order pro-
ceedings where the Trump administra-
tion lost. So what this looks like is a 
vindictive attack outside the law and 
proper due process by the Trump ad-
ministration. 

It is not the only mischief, and I am 
going to be joined here by Ranking 
Member HEINRICH to talk about some 
of the more westerly tricks that the 
Trump administration has been up to 
to interfere with clean energy. 

But that second stop work order kind 
of tore it for me—because any negotia-
tion that we would enter into, any good 
bill that would result from it, would 
then have to be implemented by this 
administration; and this administra-
tion has been found to have illegally 
stopped work on this project, did not 
appeal that finding, and then came up 
with a new stop work order 30 days 
later. If that is not vindictive harass-
ment without legal basis, I don’t know 
what is. 

It is in litigation right now. With any 
luck, it will be stopped again, and they 
can go back to work again. And—who 
knows—maybe there will be a third 
imaginary stop work order that drops. 
But in an environment like that, where 
the executive branch refuses its con-
stitutional duty to faithfully execute 
the laws, it doesn’t make any sense for 
us to continue negotiations on a major 
bipartisan bill. 

I want to say, in particular, that 
Chair CAPITO has been helpful, 
thoughtful, a good partner. All the En-
vironment and Public Works Com-
mittee Republicans have been helpful 
and thoughtful. There is literally zero 
blame for this to land on the other side 
of the aisle in the Senate. This is en-
tirely a legislative versus executive 
problem of an executive branch—a 
rogue executive branch—that refuses 

to faithfully execute the laws, notwith-
standing its constitutional duty. 

It is so bad that the three major mis-
creants in this process—Zeldin, 
Burgum, and Wright—have gone on a 
campaign of falsehood about the cost of 
offshore wind. Here are some of the 
things that they have been saying. Sec-
retary Burgum said that ‘‘intermit-
tent, highly expensive wind is bad.’’ 
‘‘Highly expensive,’’ he called it. He 
then tweeted: 

Offshore wind is one of the most expensive 
. . . schemes ever pushed upon American 
taxpayers. 

He said: 
Offshore wind forces consumers and tax-

payers to pay CONSIDERABLY more for 
electricity. 

He said that ‘‘blue State offshore 
wind policies . . . lock in high prices.’’ 

Zeldin criticized the economic im-
pacts of wind. 

Wright said that ‘‘wind and solar 
brings us . . . less reliable energy deliv-
ery and higher electric bills.’’ 

So all three of them have falsely as-
serted that offshore wind will raise 
electric bills. 

In court proceedings, where you actu-
ally need to tell the truth—as opposed 
to in tweets and talk shows—the story 
that emerges is exactly the opposite. In 
the Rhode Island and Connecticut 
sworn complaint, we alleged that Revo-
lution Wind, the project off our shores, 
‘‘will . . . yield substantial cost sav-
ings to the States’ ratepayers.’’ 

[S]avings to ratepayers— 

the pleading continues— 
are estimated to be hundreds of millions of 

dollars over 20 years. 

The September complaint brought in 
the Federal court by Orsted—again, a 
court filing—pled that long-term con-
tract prices ‘‘are expected to act as a 
successful hedge against rising elec-
tricity rates,’’ projected to save rate-
payers ‘‘hundreds of millions of dol-
lars.’’ 

In January—just now—in the litiga-
tion about the second stop work order, 
an affidavit was filed that swore that 
Revolution Wind would be a new source 
of low marginal cost power in New 
England; that ‘‘once operational, Revo-
lution Wind alone will provide hun-
dreds of millions of dollars each year in 
energy bill savings to New England.’’ 

The ISO, the grid operator, specified 
that during a specific cold snap, from 
December 24, 2017, to January 8, 2018— 
what is that?—2 weeks, basically—had 
this offshore wind been online during 
that period, it would have ‘‘lowered re-
gional electricity production costs by 
$80–85 million’’ over those 2 weeks, ‘‘re-
sulting in an $11–13 per megawatt-hour 
reduction’’ in what the grid charged 
ratepayers. 

Revolution Wind has cleared in the 
New England capacity market, and if it 
were to fail, it would require increases 
in electricity rates in New England of 
hundreds of millions of dollars per 
year. 

Over and over again, when people 
who know what they are talking about 
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